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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
Case No. 4:24-cr-0093/QWT 
-against- 


JONATHAN L. “ACIDRAPS” Before Qwerty, Chief Judge 


FRANKFURTER- COCHRAN, 


Defendant 


MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER SCHEDULING 
PROCEEDINGS AND APPOINTING AMICI CURIAE AND 
SCHEDULING THE FILING OF MEMORANDA AND BRIEFS 


Karl L. Schultz, Esq., Assistant United States Attorney, for the United 
States. 


Alexander J. Cabot, Esq., for the defendant. 


Before QWERTY, Chief Judge, U.S. District Court for the District of 
Columbia: 

This Order arises out of a criminal prosecution brought against Mr 
Cochran. Defendant stands accused of several counts of murder, 
contrary to 18 U.S.C. § 1111. When he first appeared before the Court, 
he informed us that he wished to be represented by counsel in the form 
of Mr. Alexander “Alex” J. Cabot. Once Mr Cabot appeared, the United 
States took issue with his appearance for the defendant, citing 18 
U.S.C. § 205, and urges us to disqualify Mr Cabot as counsel. The issue 
at bar is one which rarely has been addressed. This Court “has broad 
discretion to allow amicus briefs when they provide ‘unique 
information or perspective’ that ‘can help the [clourt beyond the help 


that the lawyers for the parties are able to provide,” Wash. All. of Tech. 
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Workers v. United States Dep't of Homeland Sec. (Washtech ID), 50 F.4th 
164, 193 (D.C. Cir. 2022) (quoting in part Wash. All. of Tech. Workers v. 
U.S. Dep't of Homeland Sec. (Washtech I), 518 F. Supp. 3d 448 (D.D.C. 
2021), see also Associates, Inc. v. United States, 917 F. Supp. 841, 846 
(D.D.C. 1996) (“The decision whether to allow a non-party to 
participate as an amicus curiae is solely within the broad discretion of 
the Court.”) (citation omitted), including in the criminal context, see 
e.g. United States v. Jaime, 235 F. Supp. 3d 262, 263 (D.D.C. 2017). 
Typically, amicus participation will be proper when (1) “a party is not 
represented competently or is not represented at all’, (2) “the amicus 
has an interest in some other case that may be affected by the decision 
in the present case”, or (3) “when the amicus has unique information or 
perspective that can help the court beyond the help that the lawyers 
for the parties are able to provide.” Hard Drive Prods., Inc. v. Doe, 892 
F. Supp. 2d 334, 337 (D.D.C. 2012) (quoting Jin v. Ministry of State 
Sec., 557 F.Supp.2d 131, 137 (D.D.C. 2008) 


The Court takes judicial notice of the fact that 18 U.S.C. § 205 has 
been relied on increasingly by counsel for the government. It also takes 
notice that similar issues have been raised before the Court. See 
United States v. Dist. of Columbia, 4:24-cv-0108/JON (D.D.C. Apr. 2 
2024). It takes further notice of the fact that the issue may present 
profound consequences for the legal and public service professions 
generally, and that the interests of a great many individuals may be 
impacted by any given interpretation of section 205. We accordingly 
invite the parties and amici curiae to brief the court on the relevant 
issues. The parties are also instructed to prepare memoranda of law in 


accordance with the schedule outlined below. 
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ORDER 


For the foregoing reasons, the court orders as follows: 


1. The following organisations or officers are invited to appear as 
amicus curiae; 

a. The Attorney General of the District of Columbia; 

b. The Federal Public Defender; 

c. Group Manager and Former President Joshua Miller; 

2. Any other person meeting one of the following criteria is by the 
present informed of his faculty to file a brief of amicus curiae 
with the Court: 

a. A person whose interests will be affected by the decision 
of this Court; 

b. A person other than under subparagraph (a) whose 
interests are affected by the constitutionality, enforcement 
or interpretation of 18 U.S.C. §205 or § 216 in relation to § 
205; 

c. A person who by reason of his expertise, profession, skills 
or knowledge is able to provide the court with unique 
perspectives or otherwise unrepresented interests or 
arguments on the question before the Court. 

3. Briefs are to be submitted (subject to a motion to extend time) 
on or before noon GMT on Wednesday 10th April 2024. 

4. Motions for leave to participate in oral argument are to be filed 
on or before noon GMT on Wednesday 10th April 2024. 

5. The Clerk shall serve a copy of the present order unto the 
following persons: 

a. The parties to the present proceeding; 


b. The named amici under paragraph 1 of the order. 
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6. A copy of the present order shall be displayed in a public place 
within the Court’s facilities or electronic noticeboard. 

7. The parties are ordered to present memoranda of law as 
follows: 


a. The movant shall provide a supplemental memorandum 


of law in support of its motion on or before 23:59 GMT 
on Sunday 7th April. 


. The nonmovant shall file a response to the supplemental 


memorandum on or before 23:59 GMT on Wednesday 


the 10th April 2024. 


8. The parties and amici are invited to consider specifically, and in 
addition to any other issue which they may raise’: 
a. Whether 18 U.S.C. § 205 is constitutional; 


b. Whether a law firm or other organisation, not operating 


for a profit, comprised in the majority of federal officers 
and employees is an exempted entity under 205(d)(1)(B), 
and if answered in the affirmative, whether such an 
organisation must be comprised of a majority of 
employees of either the District of Columbia or the 
Federal government or cumulatively from both of them; 

Whether, in the alternative, section 205 should be 
interpreted so as to bar a person, being a federal or 
District of Columbia officer or employee, from defending a 
criminal defendant in criminal proceedings before the 
United States District Court, or otherwise how 18 U.S.C. 


§ 205 may be interpreted; 


' Whilst the Court has identified five specific issues to be raised, the Court 


welcomes submissions and argument on any other relevant point which may be of 
assistance to the Court. 
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d. Whether section 205 is a ground for disqualification of 


counsel; 
e. Whether or not, on any other ground, Mr Cabot may or 


may not represent the defendant in the above-styled 


action. 


It is so ORDERED, 
5th April 2024 


/s/Newplayerqwerty 


CUSDJ 


